REMARKS 

This is a full and timely response to the outstanding final Office Action mailed 
April 21 , 2004. Applicant has amended claim 26 to address the objection raised by the 
Examiner in the last action and to incorporate a limitation present in claim 6 (the 
corresponding method claim). Because this limitation was present in claim 6, Applicant 
respectfully submits that no further search is required for claim 26. Reconsideration and 
allowance of the application and pending claims are respectfully requested. 

I. Claim Objections 

The Office Action alleges that "[c]laim 26 has been objected to because of the 
following informalities: Line 6 reads "the remote" and should read -a remote--." Applicant 
has corrected the informality as required by the Office Action and respectfully submits that 
the objection has been overcome and should be withdrawn. 

IL Rejection of Claims 2-6, 9-15, 17-20, 22, 24-26, 28-29, 31-33, 35-36, and 44 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

A. Statement of the Rejection 

Claims 2-6, 9-15, 17-20, 22, 24-26, 28-29, 31-33, 35-36, and 44 have been rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Farwell (U.S. Pat. No. 
5,650,831) in view of Magid, etal ("Magid," U.S. Pat. No. 5,764,873). Applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection. 
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B. The Farwell and Magid Reference 

Farwell provides for a multipurpose computer system including circuitry to control 
consumer electronics, such as a large monitor or television or group interaction and of text, 
graphics and video in a home entertainment environment (see Summary). In particular, the 
Summary states that the "circuitry provides audio and video tuning capability for display of 
received high quality video signals on the monitor without an intermediate conversion to a 
lower quality NTSC format. The circuitry decodes the received video signals and converts 
them to VGA format which provides images of higher quality than NTSC. The monitor is 
capable of directly displaying VGA signals, and is not required to have a television tuner 
circuit , remote control, or audio circuitry. This significantly reduces the cost of the monitor 
and improves the quality of display as opposed to typical large screen televisions which 
contain complex tuning circuitry. (Col. 3, lines 31-46, with emphasis added) The 
Summary also states that further "embodiments of the system include a settop box version, 
where all the circuitry is integrated into one or two cards in a box designed to sit on top of a 
television set having VGA input . In another version, all the circuitry is included inside of 
the television chassis." (Col. 4, lines 21-25, with emphasis added)) 

In Magid, a computer system is disclosed that "employs a graphical user interface 
and pointing device to allow a user to drag icons, representing data or objects, without 
holding the mouse button, or other key, actively depressed. (Abstract) 

In contrast to Applicant's claimed invention, Farwell and Magid do not disclose, 
teach, or suggest at least "selecting an item in a displayed television signal on a screen" as 
presently recited in Applicant's independent claim 1 , nor does Farwell and Magid disclose, 
teach, or suggest logic that is "configured to cooperate with a remote control device to 
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cause a menu item to be selected, picked up, and translated in a displayed television 
signal provided across the television screen," as recited in claim 26. 



C. Discussion of the Rejection 

As acknowledged by the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, the U.S. Patent 
and Trademark Office ("USPTO") has the burden under section 103 to establish a proper 
case of obviousness by showing some objective teaching in the prior art or generally 
available knowledge of one of ordinary skill in the art that would lead that individual to the 
claimed invention. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 
1988). Accordingly, to make a proper case for obviousness, there must be some prior art 
teaching or established knowledge that would suggest to a person having ordinary skill in 
the pertinent art to fill the voids apparent in the applied reference. It is respectfully asserted 
that no such case has been made in the outstanding Office Action. 

In the present case, not every feature of the claimed invention is represented in the 

combination of Farwell and Magid. The Office Action alleges the following with regard to 

independent claim 6: 

Regarding claim 6, Farwell discloses a method for providing 
interactive media services (col. 17, lines 57-66) in a client device 
(fig. 1, PC 118, col. 20 line 65-col. 21 line 3) coupled to a subscriber 
network television system (satellite television, col. 7, lines 44-60, 
and pay per view, col. 1 8, lines 16-19), the method comprising the 
steps of: 

Responsive to a first user (fig. 9c, selection trigger 913, drag 
and drop function col. 13, lines 39-44), selecting programs cells, col. 
18, lines 5-26) in a displayed television signal (col. 10, lines 13-22, 
fully integrated into a set top box, col. 20 line 65-col. 21 line 3) on a 
screen (fig. 1, monitor 122), wherein the item represents media 
content having program information (col. 18, lines 6-); and 
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Responsive to a second user input (fig. 9c 5 joystick 911, col. 
13, lines 33-37), dragging the item away from a first visual location 
in the displayed television signal (drag function, col. 18, lines 13- 
15). 

Farwell fails to disclose the step of dragging further includes 
the steps of storing the screen coordinates of the first visual location 
of the item and storing screen coordinates of a second visual location 
of the item as the item is dragged across the screen in a memory in 
the client device. 

In an analogous art, Magid teaches a drag function wherein 
the screen coordinates for all objects in the graphical user interface 
are stored (col. 5, lines 41-48) in a memory (fig. 3, memory 42), 
allowing the system to identify the location of objects, both 
stationary (objects, folders, windows, col. 5, lines 41-51) and being 
dragged (col. 5, lines 31-36). 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the method disclosed by Farwell to 
include storing the screen coordinates of the first visual location of 
the item and storing screen coordinates of a second visual location of 
the item as the item is dragged across the screen in a memory in the 
client device, as taught by Magid. The reason for doing so is to 
provide the system with the menus to accurately identify the first 
visual location of the item and the second visual location of the item 
as the item is dragged across the screen. 



Focusing in particular on the sections of Farwell the Office Action uses to support 

the rejection to selecting programs cells in a displayed television signal (col. 10, lines 13-22, 

fully integrated into a set top box, col. 20 line 65-col. 21 line 3) on a screen and dragging 

the item away from a first visual location in the displayed television signal, Applicant 

respectfully submits that not every feature of claim 6 is disclosed in the Farwell reference, 

and further that Magid does not remedy these deficiencies. Col. 10, lines 13-22 is 

reproduced below, and provides the following: 

Receiver 316 is shown in further detail in FIG. 4. A tuner 410 
receives the direct broadcast signal from antenna 1 14 via standard 
coaxial cable 116. The broadcast signal is 150 channels of high- 
quality television, including data, compressed in accordance with 
motion picture expert group, MPEG-1 standards with MPEG-2 
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expected to be available in the near future. The information is 
carried on an approximately 1 2 gigahertz carrier, and the receiver 
3 1 6 selects channels from the carrier and performs analog to digital 
conversion of the signal. A demodulator 412 is coupled to tuner 
410 for demodulation of the digital signals. 



Col. 20 line 65-col. 21 line 3 is reproduced below and provides the following: 

While the system has been described in terms of a personal 
computer, it is easily modified to encompass a settop box version, 
where all the circuitry is integrated into one or two cards in a box 
designed to sit on top of a television having VGA input. In another 
version, all the circuitry is included inside of the television chassis. 

Nothing in these two sections from Farwell disclose, teach, or suggest "selecting an item in 

a displayed television signal on a screen" or "dragging the item away from a first visual 

location in the displayed television signal," as recited in claim 6. As exemplified in the 

Summary of Farwell, converting the received signal to a VGA signal is the mechanism of 

choice for the multipurpose computer system to overcome perceived disadvantages with 

conversion to NTSC (an example of a television signal). For example, one reference system 

is described in col. 2, lines 32-40 of Farwell (with emphasis added): 

That system has a television circuit and an audio circuit within a 
personal computer, both of which are controlled by a remote 
control device. The television circuit is used to receive common 
cable or broadcast video signals in NTSC format, which inherently 
have a lower quality than video signals currently broadcast by 
digital broadcasting satellite . 

As is well known, a VGA signal is not a television signal, but instead is a PC 
display/monitor signal. There exists a considerable difference between a PC display and a 
television. For example, and as is known in the art, a TV signal takes on a different format 
than a VGA signal. A TV signal is formatted in YUV color format. A VGA signal, in 
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contrast, is formatted as a progressive signal in RGB using, for example, a computer 
resolution of 640 x 480. 

An additional distinction is that a PC display cannot be updated with information for 
each respective pixel comprising the complete screen at 60 Hz. Although, as indicated in 
Farwell, a PC display can be refreshed at 60 Hz (or higher), the pixels are not updated with 
new information unlike a television signal. Instead, the refreshing for a PC display is used 
to prevent the light intensity of the energized phosphor elements from decaying. 

This difference in handling information is evident from Fig. 5 of FarwelL In 
particular, an excerpt in col. 11, lines 34-37 provides information regarding the VGA 
output: 

A converter 520 retrieves the information from VRAM 5 1 8 and 
generates standard analog VGA display signals on a cable adapter 
522 which mates with shell 210 in FIG. 2 for display. 

An excerpt in col. 11, lines 42-45 provides information regarding the NTSC signal on the 

NTSC output, the NTSC signal being one example of a television signal. In particular, col. 

1 1 , lines 42-45 provide the following: 

Line 532 is also coupled to a video multiplexer 540, which selects 
one of at least two NTSC compatible audio video signals it 
receives to an audio video out panel connector 542. 

Thus, whereas the TV signal in Fig. 5 is driven from DRAM 514, the VGA signal is 
driven from VRAM (518), which is known in the art to be subject to considerable write- 
delays. The VRAM used to drive the VGA signal cannot adequately handle a TV signal's 
vast information at known picture rates. Farwell hints at this limitation in col. 11, lines 62- 
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67 in his discussion of scaling the TV signal pictures to smaller sized windows, which in 
turn significantly reduces the amount of information into VRAM. 

Due to these shortcomings and the failure of Magid to remedy these shortcomings, 
Applicant respectfully submits that both Farwell or Magid, alone or in combination, fail to 
anticipate claim 6, and therefore requests that the rejection to claim 6 be withdrawn. 

Additionally, the Office Action correctly indicates that Farwell does not disclose 

that the dragging step includes the steps of storing screen coordinates. However, the Office 

Action alleges that Magid remedies this deficiency, as provided below; 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the method disclosed by Farwell to include 
storing the screen coordinates of the first visual location of the item 
and storing screen coordinates of a second visual location of the item 
as the item is dragged across the screen in a memory in the client 
device, as taught by Magid. The reason for doing so is to provide the 
system with the means to accurately identify the first visual location 
of the item and the second visual location of the item as the item is 
dragged across the screen. 

Applicant respectfully traverses this finding. First, the combination of Magid plus Farwell 
does not disclose, teach, or suggest anything about storing screen coordinates of visual 
locations corresponding to moving an item presented on a displayed television signal. In 
contrast, FarwelPs system uses VGA signals, and Magid is a computer system for 
providing a graphical user interface and pointing device to allow a user to drag icons. 
Neither of these references teach anything about displayed television signals, but limit their 
scope to computer monitors or televisions with VGA capability. Thus, Applicant 
respectfully submits that the rejection to claim 6 be withdrawn for failure of both Magid or 
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Farwell, alone or in combination, to disclose, teach, or suggest all the claim limitations 
recited in claim 6. 

Because independent claim 6 is allowable over Farwell, dependent claims 1 -5 and 
7-22 are allowable as a matter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 1 -5 
and 7-22 contain all elements of their respective base claim. See, e.g., In re Fine, 837 F.2d 
1071 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 

In addition, Applicant also respectfully traverses the rejections of the dependent 
claims on other grounds. For example, the Office Action alleges with regard to claim 1 0 the 
following: 

Regarding claim 10, Farwell and Magid disclose the method of 
claim 9, and further disclose storing a second instance of the 
retrieved program information in the memory of the client device 
(it is clear that the program cells disclosed by Farwell are not 
removed from the disclosed program guide simply to perform the 
disclosed operations, therefore a second instance of the program 
cell is created). 

Applicant respectfully disagrees with this apparent inherency argument. According to 
MPEP 2112, "In relying upon the theory of inherency, the examiner must provide a basis 
in fact and/or technical reasoning to reasonably support the determination that the 
allegedly inherent characteristic necessarily flows from the teachings of the applied prior 
art." (emphasis not added) Applicant contends that it is feasible to simply store a pointer 
to the address in memory without having to make a copy of a second instance, and thus 
the inherency argument cannot stand. Thus, Applicant respectfully requests that the 
rejection to claim 10 be withdrawn. 
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With regard to claim 26, the Office Action alleges the following: 

Regarding claim 26, Farwell discloses a system for providing 
interactive media services (col. 17, lines 57-66) in a client device 
(fig. 1, PC 118, col. 20 line 65- col. 21, line 3) coupled to a 
subscriber network television system (satellite television, col. 7, 
lines 44-60, and pay per view, col. 18, lines 16-19), the system 
comprising: 

A memory for storing logic (fig. 3, disk drive 332) 

A processor (fig. 3, processor 310) for executing the logic 
stored in memory, such that the logic is configured to generate a 
user interface (fig. 13, col. 17, lines 60-65) on a television screen 
(connected to set top, col. 20, line 65 - col. 21, line 3), wherein the 
television screen is responsive to user input (col. 13, lines 33-44 
and col. 18, lines 10-26), such that the logic is configured to 
cooperate with a remote control device (fig. 1, remote control 124, 
col. 8, lines 2-6 and col. 13, lines 33-44) to cause a menu item 
(program cells within schedule 1310 in fig. 13) to be selected, 
picked up, and translated across the television screen (drag and 
drop function, col. 18, lines 10-26), 

Farwell fails to disclose storing the screen coordinates of 
the first visual location of the picked-up menu item and a 
corresponding media graphical icon and television screen 
coordinates of a second visual location as the menu item and media 
graphical icon are moved across the television screen. 

In an analogous art, Magid teaches corresponding data 
objects with graphical icons (col. 4, lines 39-42), for the benefit of 
allowing a user to readily identify a data object (col. 4, lines 39- 
48). Magid further teaches a drag function wherein the screen 
coordinates for all objects in a graphical user interface are stored 
(col. 5, lines 41-48) in a memory (fig. 3, memory 42), allowing the 
system to identify the location of objects, both stationary (objects, 
folders, windows, col. 5, lines 41-51) and objects being dragged 
(col. 5, lines 31-36). 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the system disclosed by Farwell 
to include storing the screen coordinates of the first visual location 
of the picked up menu item and a corresponding media graphical 
icon and television screen coordinates of a second visual location 
as the menu item and media graphical icon are moved across the 
television screen, as taught by Magid, for the benefit of allowing a 
user to readily identify the item to select for manipulation for a 
drag and drop function and to provide the system with the means to 
accurately identify the first visual location of the menu item and 
icon as they are moved across the television screen. 
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Applicant respectfully submits that not every feature of amended independent 
claim 26 is disclosed in the Farwell reference, and further that Magid does not remedy 
these deficiencies. For example, neither Farwell nor Magid disclose, teach, or suggest 
"that the logic is configured to cooperate with a remote control device to cause a menu 
item in a displayed television signal to be selected, picked up, and translated across the 
television screen," as recited in claim 26. As exemplified in the Summary of Farwell, 
converting the received signal to a VGA signal is the mechanism of choice for the 
multipurpose computer system to overcome perceived disadvantages with conversion to 
NTSC (an example of a television signal). As is well known, a VGA signal is not a 
television signal, but instead is a PC display/monitor signal. There exists a considerable 
difference between a PC display and a television. For example, a TV signal takes on a 
different format than a VGA signal. A TV signal is formatted in YUV color format. A 
VGA signal, in contrast, is formatted as a progressive signal in RGB using, for example, a 
computer resolution of 640 x 480. 

An additional distinction is that a PC display cannot be updated with information for 
each respective pixel comprising the complete screen at 60 Hz. Although, as indicated in 
Farwell, a PC display can be refreshed at 60 Hz (or higher), the pixels are not updated with 
new information unlike a television signal. This difference in handling information is 
evident from Fig. 5 of Farwell. Whereas the TV signal in Fig. 5 is driven from DRAM 514, 
the VGA signal is driven from VRAM (518), which is known to be subject to considerable 
write-delays. The VRAM used to drive the VGA signal cannot adequately handle a TV 
signal's vast information at known picture rates. 
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Due to these shortcomings and the failure of Magid to remedy these shortcomings, 
Applicant respectfully submits that both Farwell or Magid, alone or in combination, fail to 
anticipate claim 26, and therefore requests that the rejection to claim 26 be withdrawn. 

Additionally, the combination of Magid plus Farwell does not disclose, teach, or 
suggest anything about storing screen coordinates of visual locations corresponding to 
moving an item, which according to claim 26, is presented on a displayed television 
signal. In contrast, FarwelFs system uses VGA signals, and Magid is a computer system 
for providing a graphical user interface and pointing device to allow a user to drag icons. 
Neither of these references teach anything about displayed television signals, but limit their 
scope to computer monitors or televisions with VGA capability. Thus, Applicant 
respectfully submits that the rejection to claim 26 be withdrawn for failure of both Magid or 
Farwell, alone or in combination, to disclose, teach, or suggest all the claim limitations 
recited in claim 26. 

Because independent claim 26 is allowable over Farwell, dependent claims 23-25, 
27-33, and 35-44 are allowable as a matter of law for at least the reason that the dependent 
claims 23-25, 27-33, and 35-44 contain all elements of their respective base claim. 

III. Rejection of Claims 1 and 23 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
A. Statement of the Rej ection 

Claims 1 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Farwell and Magid as applied to claims 6 and 26 above, in further view 
of Etheredge (U.S. Pat. No. 5,990,890). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 
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B. 



Discussion of the Rejection 



The Office Action alleges the following: 



Regarding claims 1 and 23, Farwell and Magid disclose the method 
and system of claims 6 and 26, but fail to disclose receiving the 
second user input within an interval of time determined by a 
programmed timer. 

In an analogous art, Etheredge teaches an electronic program guide 
(fig. 4) operative with a remote control (fig. 2, remote control 148) 
wherein an operation is performed (selection of a pop up, col. 14, 
lines 5 1-53) by receiving a second user input [the selection step] 
within an interval of time determined by a programmed timer (col. 
14, lines 47-60). The use of a programmed timer allows two buttons 
to be utilized to perform additional operation by pressing the second 
shortly after the first within the time frame set by the time, as 
pressing two buttons at once on hand held devices is cumbersome, 
thus increasing the functionality of the remote control, while keeping 
the remote itself simple by not adding an additional button for the 
additional operation. 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the method and system disclosed by Farwell 
and Magid to include receiving the second user input within an 
interval of time determined by a programmed timer, as taught by 
Etheredge. The reason for doing so is to allow two buttons to be 
utilized to perform an additional operation by pressing the second 
shortly after the first within the time frame set by the time, as 
pressing two buttons at once on hand held devices is cumbersome, 
thus increasing the functionality of the remote control, while keeping 
the remote itself simple by not adding an additional button for the 
additional operation. 



Applicant respectfully disagrees. The "timing" discussed in Etheredge is in the context of 
removing pop-ups in a display. As provided in col. 14, lines 47-60 of Etheredge: 



In step 554, the system determines whether the user has selected 
one of the pop-up symbols. By selecting a pop-up symbol it is 
meant that the user pushed a button (invoked an item) on the 
remote control corresponding to a pop-up symbol. In systems that 
have a keyboard or pointing device, the user can select a pop-up 
symbol by clicking on the symbol or entering a valid keystroke. If 
the user has not selected a symbol, the system determines whether 
the system has timed out (step 556). The time out period is a 
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predetermined number of seconds, for example, ten seconds. If the 
time out period has passed then the pop-up symbols are removed 
from the display in step 558. If the time out period has not passed, 
the system loops back to step 554 to see if the user selected a 
symbol. 

Clearly, Etheredge, either alone or in combination with Farwell and Magid, does not 
disclose, teach, or suggest that "the step of dragging the item is responsive to receiving 
the second user input within an interval of time determined by a programmed 
timer," as recited in claim 1 . Thus, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection to 
claim 1 be with drawn. 

Similarly, Etheredge, either alone or in combination with Farwell and Magid, does 
not disclose, teach, or suggest that "the logic is further configured to drag the menu item 
responsive to receiving the second user input within an interval of time determined 
by a programmed timer," as recited in claim 23, or fails to teach anything about 
providing additional functionality in a remote control without adding additional buttons. 
Applicant thus respectfully requests that the rejection to claim 23 be withdrawn. 

IV. Rejection of Claims 7 and 27 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
A. Statement of the Rej ection 

Claims 7 and 27 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Farwell and Magid in view of Stallkamp (U.S. Pat. No. 4,827,250). 
Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 
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B. Discussion of the Rejection 

Stallkamp discloses a two-dimensional graphics display system in the context of a 
computer-aided design system. Magid is purely computer-system related, and Farwell 
uses a computer system and VGA monitor to provide a home entertainment system. 
Assuming arguendo that Stallkamp teaches the use of absolute coordinates, Applicant 
respectfully submits that there is no motivation to combine the references used by the 
Office Action to render obvious either claims 7 or 27. "Moreover, the question is not 
simply whether the prior art 'teaches' the particular element of the invention, but whether 
it would 'suggest the desirability, and thus the obviousness, of making the combination.'" 
ALCO Standard Corp. v. Tennessee Valley Authority, 808 F.2d 1490, 1498, 1 U.S.P.Q.2d 
1337, 1343 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Thus, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection to 
claim 7 be withdrawn. 

Further, for similar reasons, Applicant respectfully submits that the rejection to 
claim 27 be withdrawn. 

V. Rejection of Claims 16, 30 and 37-42 under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) 
A. Statement of the Rej ec tion 

Claims 16, 30 and 37-42 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly 
being unpatentable over Farwell and Magid in view of Bertram (U.S. Pat. No. 5,737,028). 
Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 
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B. Discussion of the Rejection 

With regard to claims 16 and 30, the Office Action alleges the following: 

Regarding claim 16 and 30, Farwell and Magid disclose the method 
and system of claims 1 5 and 29, but fail to disclose the step of 
browsing a list of items located in the graphical container. In an 
analogous art, Bertram teaches a browsable list (col. 40, lines 23-26) 
that is constructed from the selection of selectable objects (col. 
40,lines 16-23) constructed (col. 39, lines 19-21) using drag and drop 
functionality (col. 39, lines 26-34), for the benefit of providing a 
controlled range of preselected items to be selectively browseable 
(col. 40, lines 23-26). 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the method and system disclosed 
by Farwell and Magid to include browsing a list of items located in 
the graphical container, as taught by Bertram, for the benefit of 
providing a controlled range of preselected items to be selectively 
browseable, such as a list of favorite programs or a method of 
parental control. 



Applicant respectfully disagrees. Bertram does not teach a browseable list in the graphical 

container. Column 40, lines 16-26 is reproduced below, and provides as follows: 

A list of desired viewing options can be created by selecting the 
function "List" to add the currently viewed signal stream, then 
progressively selecting and adding other choices to the list. When 
viewed channels or signal sources are thus constructed into a list, 
the list may be named (such as "Fri Night" for favorite programs 
viewed that evening or "Kids" for programming specifically 
selected by or for children) and saved in system memory. 
Thereafter, the previously viewed and assembled list may be 
recalled for ready "channel surfing" among the preselected range of 
programming. 

It is true that Bertram contemplates some sort of list of desired channels, but they are not 
placed in a graphical container as required by claim 16. Neither Farwell nor Magid, alone 
or in combination with Bertram, disclose, teach, or suggest that a browseable list is 
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maintained in the graphical container, and thus Applicant respectfully requests that the 
rejection to claim 16 be withdrawn. 

Applicant also submits that neither Farwell nor Magid, alone or in combination 
with Bertram, disclose, teach, or suggest "wherein the graphical containers include 
browsable list entries for the menu items," as recited in claim 30, and thus Applicant 
requests that the rejection to claim 30 be withdrawn for similar reasons stated above. 

With regard to claim 37, the Office Action alleges the following: 

Regarding claim 37, Farwell and Magid disclose the system of claim 
26, and additionally disclose at least one activation button (Farwell, 
fig. 9c, trigger 913, col. 13, lines 39-44) but fail to disclose at least 
one arrow key. 

In an analogous art, Bertram discloses a remote control device (fig. 
1, remote 20) which includes at least one arrow key (stepping key, 
col. 35, lines 15-26) used for the manipulation of a selection display 
element. The stepping keys are used by simpler conventional remote 
controls. 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art to modify the system disclosed by Farwell and Magid to 
include at least one arrow key, as taught by Bertram. The reason for 
doing so would be to utilize the simpler, more economical design of 
conventional remote controls. 



Applicant respectfully disagrees in that there is not only no motivation to combine the 
references to achieve the claimed functionality, but doing so would render FarweWs remote 
unsatisfactory for its intended purpose. Cursor movement across a screen is accomplished 
in Farwell using a trackball or joystick (col. 13, lines 28-44). Adding an arrow key to the 
Farwell remote would not only confuse a user, but may also add costs to implement a new 
die. Thus, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection to claim 37 be withdrawn. 

Because dependent claim 37 is allowable over the combined references, dependent 
claims 38-42 are allowable as a matter of law. 



-27- 




In addition, Applicant also traverses the rejection to claims 38-42 on other grounds. 

With regard to claim 38, the Office Action alleges the following: 

Regarding claim 38, Farwell, Magid and Bertram disclose the system 
of claim 37, and further disclose the logic is further configured to 
receive a signal from the remote control device corresponding to the 
pressing of the activation button to select a menu item (Farwell, col. 
13, lines 39-44), wherein the logic is further configured to receive a 
signal corresponding to the pressing of the at least one arrow key 
while the activation button is pressed (Farwell, fig. 9c, movement 
key 91 1 and trigger 913 are opposite sides explicitly for one handed 
dragging and dropping of icons, clearly to be operated at the same 
time, col. 13, lines 39-44) to cause pick up and translation of the 
menu item[drag and drop], wherein logic is further configured to 
receive signals from the remote control device corresponding to a 
subsequent deactivation of the activation button and the at least one 
arrow key to cause the menu item (inherent features of the drop step) 
to be dropped in a graphical container (Farwell, fig. 13, graphical 
containers 1320, 1322, 1324, 1326, and 1328, col. 18, lines 10-26). 



Applicant respectfully disagrees. It is clear from the explanation provided under the claim 

37 rejection that the Office Action considers the activation button under Farwell to be the 

trigger 913. It is also clear from the explanation by the Office Action corresponding to 

claim 37 that no arrow key is presented in Farwell, but that Bertram is intended to supply 

this deficiency. However, in the rejection to claim 38, the Office Action equates the 

joystick 91 1 to the arrow key recited in claim 38, which is erroneous. An arrow key is not a 

joystick. Thus, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection to claim 38 be withdrawn. 

With regard to claim 39, the Office Action alleges the following: 

Regarding claim 39, Farwell, Magid and Bertram disclose the 
system of claim 37, and additionally disclose the logic is further 
configured to receive a signal from the remote control device 
(Farwell, col. 16, lines 11-17) after commencement of the 
movement mode (Farwell, drag function, col. 18, lines 10-26), 
wherein the signal corresponds to a subsequent pressing of the at 
least one arrow key (indicating direction of drag function), wherein 
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the logic, responsive to the signal corresponding to the pressing of 
the at least one arrow key, causes the movement of the menu item 
(movement which is displayed, col. 18, lines 17-19), wherein the 
item is dropped in a graphical container (Farwell, fig. 13, graphical 
containers 1320, 1322, 1324, 1326, and 1328, col. 18, lines 10-26); 
but fail to disclose the logic is further configured to 
Receive signals from the remote control device corresponding to 
quickly repeated pressing of the activation button and releasing the 
activation button to cause the commencement of a movement mode 
and wherein the logic is further configured to receive a signal from 
the remote control device corresponding to the subsequent pressing 
of the activation button to cause the menu item to be dropped in a 
graphical container. 

Magid further discloses the commencement of movement mode 
through the repeated pressing and releasing of an activation button 
through a "set of keystrokes" received from a mouse controller 
(col. 8, lines 24-26), commonly known as the "double-click", and 
drop command to complete movement mode (col. 9, lines 5-6), 
mimicking the commonly known "double-click" feature associated 
with PCs. 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art to further modify the system disclosed by Farwell, Magid, 
and Bertram to configure the logic such that when the activation 
button is repeatedly pressed and released quickly, movement mode 
is initiated, as taught by Magid, to mimic the commonly known 
"double-click" feature associated with PCs. Additionally, it would 
have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to 
configure the logic to associate a subsequent press of the activation 
button to cause movement completion, for the sake of simplicity 
from the user end. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees. The "double-click" to commence the movement mode as 

described in claim 39 is not taught by the combined references. The section cited by the 

Office Action (col. 8, lines 24-26) and additional lines related to that section (col. 8, lines 

27-3 1) provide the following explanation of a "pick-up" mode: 

Block 500 begins with operating system 37 detecting, from mouse 
via mouse controller 29, that a "pick-up" command, or set of key 
strokes, has been initiated. In the illustrative embodiment, the pick- 
up is initiated either by pressing and releasing (i.e clicking) a first 
mouse button while at the same time holding down a lazy drag 
augmentation key, or by selecting the appropriate option from a 
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pick-up menu option. In either case, the user is not required to hold 
any key actively depressed to proceed with the lazy drag operation. 

As described above, there is no "double-clicking" function described here, only a "single- 
click." Further, unlike claim 39, this "pick-up" operation is performed through the 
simultaneous pressing and releasing of two buttons, not one. Since the explicit claim 
limitations of claim 39 have not been met, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection 



to claim 39 be withdrawn. 



With regard to claim 40, the Office Action alleges the following: 

Regarding claim 40, Farwell, Magid and Bertram disclose the system 
of claim 37, and additionally disclose the logic is further configured 
to receive a signal from the remote control device (Farwell, col. 16, 
lines 11-17) corresponding to a subsequent pressing of the at least 
one arrow key (indicating direction of drag function) to cause the 
movement of the menu item (movement which is displayed, col. 18, 
lines 17-19), wherein the item is dropped in a graphical container 
(Farwell, fig. 13, graphical containers 1320, 1322, 1324, 1326, and 
1328, col. 18, lines 10-26); but fail to disclose the logic is further 
configured to 

Receive a signal from the remote control device corresponding to an 
extended duration single pressing of the activation button and 
subsequent release of the activation button to cause the 
commencement of a movement mode, wherein the logic is further 
configured to receive a signal from the remote control device 
corresponding to the subsequent pressing of the activation button to 
cause the item to be dropped in a graphical container. 
Magid further teach detecting the initiation of a "pick up" command 
from a device to initiate movement mode (col. 8, lines 24-26) and a 
drop command to complete movement mode (col. 9, lines 5-6). 
It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art to further modify the system disclosed by Farwell, Magid, 
and Bertram to configure the logic such that when the activation 
button is pressed for an extended duration, movement mode is 
initiated, a simple variation of the material taught by Magid. 
Additionally, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to configure the logic to associate a subsequent press 
of the activation button to cause movement completion, for the sake 
of simplicity form (sp?) the user end. 
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Applicant respectfully disagrees. Magid, as discussed above in association with claim 39, 

does not disclose, teach, or suggest an extended duration single pressing of the activation 

button to commence the movement mode, as described in claim 40. Magid, instead, teaches 

a pressing of two buttons, not one. Since the explicit claim limitations of claim 40 have 

not been met, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection to claim 40 be withdrawn. 

With regard to claim 41, the Office Action alleges the following: 

Regarding claim 41, Farwell, Magid and Bertram disclose the system 
of claim 37, and additionally disclose the logic is further configured 
to receive a signal from the remote control device (Farwell, col. 16, 
lines 11-17) corresponding to a subsequent pressing of the at least 
one arrow key (indicating direction of drag function) to cause the 
movement of the menu item (movement which is displayed, col. 1 8, 
lines 17-19), wherein the item is dropped in a graphical container 
(Farwell, fig. 13, graphical containers 1320, 1322, 1324, 1326, and 
1328, col. 18, lines 10-26); but fail to disclose 
The remote control device further includes a movement mode 
button, and the logic is further configured to receive a signal from 
the remote control device corresponding to the pressing of the 
movement mode button to commence the movement mode, wherein 
the logic is further configured to receive a signal from the remote 
control device corresponding to the pressing of the activation button 
to cause the item to be dropped. 

Magid further teach detecting the initiation of a "pick up" command 
from a device to initiate movement mode (col. 8, lines 24-26) and a 
drop command to complete movement mode (col. 9, lines 5-6). 
It would have been obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art to further modify the system disclosed by Farwell, Magid, 
and Bertram to configure the logic to commence movement mode 
through the pressing of a movement mode button, and further 
configure the logic to cause item movement completion when the 
activation button is pressed as taught by Magid, where the pick up 
command and the drop command are associated with different keys 
on the remote control device to simplify the operation from a user 
standpoint. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees. The use of a separate movement mode button is neither 
disclosed, taught, or suggested in the combined references, and in fact would render the 
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system disclosed in Farwell, for instance, unsatisfactory for its intended purpose. Farwell 
seeks consistency in control functionality (see col. 1, lines 38-50) The use of a joystick that 
provides multi-functionality would apparently be a preferred mechanism in Farwell for 
providing remote control in an entertainment system used for TV, VCR, computers, and 
games versus having many buttons with separate functionality, such as a movement mode 
button on the remote control. Thus, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection to 



claim 41 be withdrawn. 



With regard to claim 42, the Office Action alleges the following: 

Regarding claim 42, Farwell, Magid, and Bertram disclose the 
system of claim 37, and additionally disclose the item is dropped in a 
graphical container (Farwell, fig. 13, graphical containers 1320, 
1322, 1324, 1326, and 1328, col. 18, lines 10-26), but fail to disclose 
the remote control device further includes a second activation button 
configured by the logic to commence the menu item movement, and 
a third activation button configured by the logic to cause the menu 
item to be dropped. 

Magid further teaches detecting the initiation of a "pick up" 
command from a device to initiate movement mode (col. 8, lines 24- 
26) and a drop command to complete movement mode (col. 9, lines 
5-6). 

It would have been obvious at the time to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to further modify the system disclosed by Farwell, 
Magid, and Bertram to configure the logic to commence movement 
mode through the pressing of a second activation button, and further 
configure the logic to cause item movement completion when a third 
activation button is pressed as taught by Magid, where the pick up 
command and the drop command are associated with different keys 
on the remote control device to simplify the operation from a user 
standpoint. 



Applicant respectfully disagrees. Neither Magid, Bertram, nor Farwell disclose a "second 
activation button configured by the logic to commence the menu item movement, and a 
third activation button configured by the logic to cause the menu item to be dropped in a 
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graphical container ," as recited in claim 42. As described above in association with claim 
41, Farwell seeks consistency in control functionality, and thus the use of a joystick that 
provides multi-functionality would apparently be a preferred over a remote having many 
buttons with separate functionality. In other words, the addition of added keys would be 
contrary to what was intended in Farwell. In Magid, a mouse is disclosed, which of course, 
simply has a mechanism to left- or right-click with no suggestion to add additional keys and 
no apparent motivation to do so. Bertram discloses what appears to be a standard remote 
control, again with no suggestion to provide the added buttons with the corresponding 
functionality described in claim 42. Since nothing in any of these references discloses, 
teaches, or suggests the claim limitations of claim 42, Applicant respectfully requests that 
the rejection to claim 42 be withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicant respectfully submits that Applicant's pending claims are in condition 
for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the present application and all 
pending claims are hereby courteously requested. If, in the opinion of the Examiner, a 
telephonic conference would expedite the examination of this matter, the Examiner is 
invited to call the undersigned attorney at (770) 933-9500. 



THOMAS, KAYDEN, 
HORSTEMEYER & RISLEY, L.L.P. 

Suite 1750 

1 00 Galleria Parkway N.W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339 
(770) 933-9500 




Respectfully submitted, 



David Rodack, Reg. No. 47,034 
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